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!V. Lack unity of invention 

1 . In response to the invitatior! (Form PCT/iPEA/405) to rgstriot or pay adcfifionai fses fte s^jpiioaat has: 

□ restricted the claims. 

□ paid addiiiortai f@0s. 

□ paid additionai fs@s under protest 

^ neither restricted nor paid sddSonai fees. 

2. ^ This Authority found that ths requlrerrssnt of unity of Inv^iSon Is not compllsd with and chose, according f o Rule 6S , 1 , not to irante 

the applicant to restrict or pay additional fses. 

Whereas claims 1-20 are diracted to a "streaming media player providing con- 
tents protection and digital rights management" Independent claim 21 refers to a 
"method of rendering a protected digital bit stream". In the preserrt case, the said 
"streaming media player" claimed in cialms 1-20 comprises only a single port (see 
in particular (a) in Claim 1), whereas the subject-matter of present independent 
claim 21 includes "first and second plug-Ins" in order to process the supplied 
digital bit stream. 

Furthermore, the operation of the subject-matter claimed in present independent 
claim 21 is controlled by the content of first and second header information. 
However, such first and second headers are not claimed in present claim 1 nor 
are implicitly included in the subject-matter of this claim since the operation of this 
subject-matter Is based on the content of a "secure container" comprising 
cryptographic keys for extraction by a control arrangement for decrypting the 
encrypted portion of the bit stream. 

Because of these differences, it appears that the subject-matter of present 
independent claims 1 and 21 are quite different from each other respectively so 
that these two claims do not seem to be linked together by a common technical 
concept, at least for the time being on the basis of the submission put forward 
above. 

Nevertheless, the provision of Rule 68.1 of the PCT should be applied since the 
question of unity is intended to be dealt with later on in the national/regional 
phase of this PCT-application. However, the applicant is entitled and Invited to 
comment on this question of unity if he considers it as being expedient. 
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V, Reasoned statement under Article 35(2) with regard to noveity, inventive step or Industriai appllcablflty; citations 



arid explanations supporting such statement 

1. Statement 

Novelty Claims 1-21 YES 

Claims NO 

Inventive Step Claims 21 YES 

Ciaims 1-20 NO 

IndustrleJ Appiioabiiity CSaims 1-21 YES 

Ciaims NO 



2, Citafions and Explanations 

1. Ciaim 1 : 

EP-A-0 714 204 101 (D1) discloses in Figures 7-9 and the aooompanying 
descriptive text (page 6, lines 10-30): 

a streaming media player (page 6, line 1 1 ) providing content protection and 

digital rights management, including: 

(a) a port configured to receive a digita! bit stream (here a "scrambled 
recording signal"), the digital bit stream including at least two 
sub-streams (here called a "bitstream" and a "keystream") which have 
been mixed together, at least one of the sub-streams including 
compressed information, the digital bit stream including: 

content which is encrypted at least in part (here the split 
keystream is encrypted: see page 6, line 18); and 

a secure container including control information for controlling 
use of the content, including at least one key (KS produced 
by smart card 3 in Figure 7) suitable for decryption of at least 
a portion of the content; and 
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(b) a control arrangement (smart card 3) incluclfng: 

means (12-1 5 in Figure 9) for opening secure containers and 
extracting cryptographic keys (KS), and 

means (1 1 in Figure 9) for decrypting the encrypted portion of 

the content; 

(c) a demux (see "transport demultiplexer* in Figure 7) designed to 
separate and route the sub-streams; 

(d) a decompression unit (here a "video/audio-decoder" in Figure 7) 
configured to decompress at least one of the sub-streams, the 
decompression unit and the demux being connected by a pathway for 
the transmission of information; 

(e) a rendering unit designed to process decompressed content informa- 
tion for rendering (such unit is implicit In Figure 7 of D1 since otherwise 
no video/audio display or recording/reproducing would be realisable); 

and 

(f) a feedback path (see in Figure 7 the connecting line between smart 
card 3 and the box entitled "micro controller") from the rendering unit to 
the control arrangement to allow the control arrangement (3) to receive 
information from the rendering unit. 

As far as it can be assessed on the basis of the present obscure claim wording 
(see the corresponding statements made under Section Vlil of this Written 

Opinion) the subject-matter of present ciaim 1 appears to differ from the above- 
cited prior art in that feature (f) of present claim 1 additionally claims that the 
information received by said control arrangement from said rendering unit 
"regards the identification of objects which are to be rendered or have been 

rendered". 



Form FCWP&V40S (Btst V) (January !9S4j shs^ 2 





intematiorsaS appileaSon Ho. 


IMTERnATIOMAL PRELiMiMARY EXAR^INATIOH REPORT 


PCT/yS99/0S734 



However, as to this difference, it is not apparent that it is an essential feature and 
based on an inventive step since the digital bit stream received by the known 
streaming media piayer likewise comprises objects to be displayed or 
recorded/reproduced so that such objects can likewise be identified by the 

operator. 



Therefore it Is not apparent that this claim comprises subject-matter which is 
patentable and inventive over the above-cited prior art. 

2. Claims 2 and 3: 

The player disclosed In Figure 7 of D1 likewise comprises: 

(g) a stream controller (included in smart card 3) operatively connected to 
the decompression unit, the stream controller including decryption 
functionality (see units 12 and 13 in Figure 9) configured to decrypt at 
least a portion of a sub-stream and pass the decrypted sub-stream to 

the decompression unit. 

The player of D1 further includes: 

(h) a path (internally provided in smart card 3) between the control ar- 
rangement (11) and the stream controller (12, 13) to enable the control 
arrangement to pass at least one key to the stream controller for use 
with the stream controller's decryption functionality (see also page 6, 
lines 24-28). 

The above statements appear to demonstrate that the features of present sub- 
claims 2 and 3 are likewise derivable from D1 so that it is not apparent either that 
the features of these two claims are based on an inventive step. 

3. Claims 4-20: 

The features claimed in these claims are either l<nown from the above-cited prior 
art or at least fall within the common knowledge of the person skilled in this art 
since these claims comprise only subject-matter which is commonly used in the 
technical field addressed by the subject-matter claimed in independent ciaim 1 . 
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Vf!f. Certain observations on the intemationai application 

Til© foilowing obssreations on the clarity of ft© ciams, description, and drawings or on Shs quss8on whstisr ths sfeims are ftjiiy supporJsd by 

the description, ars mads; 

1. Claim 1: 

a) As to claimed feature (a), it is not clear what the 'two sub-streams" are 
composed of and whether one of these two sub-streams comprises the 
claimed "encrypted content", whereas the other of said two 
sub-streams is represented by the claimed "secure container". If so, this 
fact should be made clear in this claim since otherwise It is completely left 
open as to how and in what way said two sub-streams are structured and 
configured and whether these sub-streams are provided in addition to said 
encrypted content and said secure container. 

b) As to claimed feature (b), it remains obscure here as to how and in what 
way the said secure containers are "opened" by the claimed opening 
means since no further structural details concerning these "opening 
means" are indicated in this claim. 

Furthermore, as to the claimed "means for decrypting the question 
arises by what element such decrypting is achieved here and whether such 
decrypting is realised by the extracted cryptographic keys mentioned 
further above in this claim. 

Therefore this feature is likewise considered to be obscure and should be 
clarified in an adequate manner in order to eliminate this obscurity. 

c) Having regard to claimed feature (d), this feature mentions "... transmission 
of information" without, however, further indicating what kind of "informa- 
tion" is to be transmitted here. 

d) As to claimed feature (e), it remains obscure here as to how and in what 
way said decompressed content information is to be "processed" in order 

to render this information. 
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e) Having regard to the iast part of claimed feature (f), the question artses 
here what kind of "objects" are to be identified and rendered and liow and 
in what way such "identification" is to be carried out here since all these 
points are compieteiy left opsn in this ciaim. 

Because of ail these deficiencies this claim is considered to be obscure in 
all these aspects mentioned further above. 

2. Claim 2: 

As to the "stream controller" indicated in feature (g) of this claim, the question 
arises whether this feature Is identical with the "means for decrypting ..." specified 
under letter (b) in present claim 1 . if so, identical terms for identical technical 
units should be used throughout the claims. 

3. Claim 6: 

As to the feature concerning "a rule or rule set", the question arises as to how and 
In what way such a "rule or rule set" is structured and how and in what way this 
feature "governs" a sub-stream or object as is additionally claimed In this claim 
since further details clarifying these points are compieteiy missing in this claim. 

4. Claim 14: 

This claim indicates amongst others that the said second device "lacks at least 
one feature present in the streaming media player" without, however, indicating 
which feature is really lacking. 

Furthermore, this claim also indicates that said second device "is at least some- 
what more portable than the streaming media player*. Here the question arises in 
what way said second device should be "more portable" and which structural 
feature or features contribute towards this new property since such features are 
not indicated in this claim. 

5- Claim 15: 

This feature appears to be repetitive of preceding Claim 6 and, for this reason, 

should be cancelled as being superfluous. 
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It is not clear what is meant by "one aspect of ope 


ration ..." since such "aspect" is 


not dsfinsd in this ciairn. 




7. Cte|ni.1.S: 





As to the term "budget" indicated in this claim, it remains fully obscure what is 
meant by this term and how it is defined. 

8. Claim 19: 

As to the term "audit information" specified in this claim, the question likewise 
arises as to how and in what way such "audit information* is defined and 
structured and what source does it come from since ail these points are left open 
in this claim. 

9. Claim 20: 

This ciaim only specifies a desired property of said control arrangement without, 
however, indicating the technical feature or features by which the claimed 
property (here "tamper resistance") is achievable. 

Therefore this claim is likewise deficient in this respect because of lack of clarity. 

10. Claim 21: 

a) As to the claimed feature "the first plug-in reading second header informa- 
tion identifying a second plug-in the question arises whether said 

"second header information" is located in the already decrypted portion of 
the protected digital bit stream or whether this information is still in the 
protected digital bit stream so that It is not clear here where and at what 
position said "second header information" is arranged within said digital bit 

stream. 

b) Whereas it is indicated in this claim that "the first plug-in decr^-pts at least a 
portion of the protected digital bit stream and "... the second plug-in 
possesses the decrypted digital bit stream it is left open here what 
happens with the non-decrypted portion of the protected digital bit stream if 
only a portion of this bit stream is decrypted. 



Forrt! PCT/IPEA'40S {Box Vill) (Janiisiy 13Si) siieet S 





isSsrnafiortai appiicatjon No, 


fnTERNATIOMAL PRELMINARY EXAIiinATIOn REPORT 


PCT/yS99/9S734 



This point is complstely left open and tfierefore likewise lacks clarity in this 
respect because of incompleteness of the teciinical teaching claimed. 

c) Whereas this claim mentions a "first plug-in" and a "second plug-in" which 
both contribute towards processing of the digital bit stream applied to these 
plug-Ins, the last two lines of this claim specify that "the first plug-in may be 
used in an architecture not designed for multlpie stages of plug-in process- 
ing". This latter statement, however, appears to be contradictory to the 
preceding features claimed in this claim since the provision of "first and 
second plug-Ins" represents in fact a "multiple stage plug-in processing" 
described by the overall teaching of this claim. 

1 1 . Because of the deficiencies listed above, the claims here under consideration 
should be amended correspondingly in order to remove these clarity objections. 



Form PCT/1FEA/40S (Box Vtii) {Jan!!a;y iSSi) sheet 7 



